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The European Union’s Blue Growth Strategy is a long term strategy to support
sustainable growth in the marine and maritime sectors, aiming to contribute to innovation
and economic growth (European Commission, 2012). The EU sees the financial sector
as a key partner to bring about transition to sustainable consumption and production.
However, knowledge about investment behavior, experience with working with these
investors, and ways to engage investors in the Blue Growth sectors is lacking. This paper
examines this knowledge gap. It characterizes investors and identifies investor behavior,
investors’ motives, and conditions and criteria relevant for investors to invest in Blue
Growth sectors. The presented results are derived from a literature study on investors
and investment behavior, an electronic survey and in-depth interviews. Stereotypical
images of private equity bankers or wealthy individuals do not do justice to the diversity
of investors involved in the Blue Growth sectors. These sectors are still in development
and various risks reduce the willingness to invest. Risk mitigation should be seen as a
shared responsibility of entrepreneurs, investors and governments. Government support
must go further than financial support for research and development or technological
demonstration projects. Proven technologies get stuck in the Valley of Death as investors
alone are not willing to take the risk associated with upscaling of promising technologies.
Tied in a reciprocal relationship, governments need to attract private investors—their
capital, knowledge, and networks—to further grow of the Blue Growth sectors while
investors need stable, predictable, and effective government support schemes to
mitigate their financial risks.
Keywords: EU policy, blue growth, investors, investment theory, offshore wind, aquaculture
INTRODUCTION
The Limassol declaration on a Maritime Agenda for Growth and jobs, endorsed in October 2012
by European Ministers for Maritime Affairs, aims at creating sustainable economic growth, and
employment in the marine and maritime economy to facilitate Europe’s economic recovery1. The
European Blue Growth Strategy is presented as a long term strategy to support sustainable growth
in the marine and maritime sectors as a whole and recognizes that seas and oceans are drivers for
the European economy with great potential for innovation and growth (European Commission,
2012). It seeks to stimulate smart, sustainable, and inclusive economic and employment growth
from the oceans, seas, and coasts.
1http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/policy/documents/limassol_en.pdf (last accessed 05-10-2016).
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As mankind exceeds some of Earth’s planetary boundaries,
human impact threatens to push Earth into a new state
(Steffen et al., 2015). Climate change, biodiversity loss, and
deteriorating ecosystems are only some of the reasons why a
change to sustainable consumption and production is necessary.
Increasingly, policy-makers and civil society turn to the financial
sector as a key factor in bringing about this change. This is not
only the case in the maritime domain but also in protection
of nature (Belt and Blake, 2015; Dalal et al., 2015) and climate
change policies (Clapp et al., 2015; Demertzidis et al., 2015; Lee
et al., 2015).
Blue growth represents a new and ambitious vision and
strategy for more and better investments in the ocean
economy. It is propagated by the European Commission
(European Commission, 2012) and has found its way into
the international arena (see for example OECD, 2016)2. The
underlying promise of Blue Growth is that it stimulates economic
development—increasing jobs and incomes—while securing
sustainable management of the marine resources (European
Commission, 2014).
Currently, the “blue” economy represents 5.4 million jobs and
a gross added value of just under e 500 billion a year (European
Commission, 2012). The “Blue Growth” initiative aims to expand
the maritime dimension of the Europe 2020 strategy. The Blue
Growth strategy recognizes the importance of existing economic
sectors such as shipbuilding & repair, transport, fisheries, and
offshore oil & gas. At the same time, Blue Growth points to
the potential of five emergent economic activities: aquaculture,
coastal, and maritime tourism, marine biotechnology, ocean
energy, and sea bed mining (European Commission, 2012, 2014).
Bringing about Blue Growth requires major changes in the
way both public and private act regarding these ambitions. It
requires new ideas, concepts, policies, technologies, and business
models. To this end, various governance strategies have been
deployed, with emphasis on knowledge generation—through the
Horizon 2020 Blue Growth calls—and networking (Hartley et al.,
2013; Stuiver et al., 2016).
Fulfilling the potential of Blue Growth requires the upscaling
of innovative practices to full commercial scale as well as
growth to mature economic sectors. This requires more than
knowledge and networks, it also requires financial impulses by
investors. Attracting private investors is therefore of paramount
importance to implementation of the new Blue Growth strategy.
Public investments in research and start-ups are not sufficient
in this new road to a sustainable future, with new ideas easily
ending up in de Valley of Death (Osawa and Miyazaki, 2006;
McIntyre, 2014). In the Valley of Death, start-up firms die off
because private investors are not willing to invest in companies
without a steady stream of revenues.
The EU is beginning to gather experience how to actually
make this work, through for instance the Coordination and
Support Actions, Blue Growth Business summits3 and other
networking events. A match between the public ambitions and
2See also http://www.fao.org/asiapacific/perspectives/blue-growth/en (last
accessed 06-10-2016).
3http://ec.europa.eu/newsroom/mare/itemdetail.cfm?subweb=342&lang=en&
item_id=31238 (last accessed 05-10-2016).
private investors their needs and concerns is necessary to make
this work. The framing of Blue Growth—its storyline with
concepts, contexts, and issues—however still leans on a public
rationale, drive, and support (Børresen, 2013. Pinto et al., 2015).
The main question addressed in this article is how investors—
a key private actor for realizing Blue Growth—can be engaged
in the development of the Blue Growth sectors. The following
sub-questions are addressed:
• Who are the investors in Blue Growth?
• What explains their investor behavior?
• What are relevant risks and barriers to investment in Blue
Growth?
• How to involve investors to secure financing for the
development of the Blue Growth sectors?
METHODOLOGY
The results presented are derived from a four step approach.
1. In the first step, a database of investors was developed and
analyzed.
2. Parallel to that, key literature on investors, and investment
behavior was studied.
3. Subsequently, an electronic survey was developed and send
out to the identified investors and the results obtained from
this were used.
4. Lastly, in order to enrich the questions of the survey, in-depth
interviews with a selected number of investors were held to
acquire more detailed insights into the motives of investors.
Relatively low response rates in steps (3) and (4), despite the
fact that considerable energy was put into reaching out to
investor, not only mean careful analysis. It also illustrates the
major differences between scientific and investment community,
e.g., when it comes to sharing information and issues of
confidentiality.
Identification and Characterization of
Investors
The objective of the investor database was to provide a detailed
overview of investors inside and outside the EU who have an
interest in the Blue Growth sectors. The database was designed in
interaction with project partners, after discussing what metadata
is important given the purpose of the database. This resulted in a
database, allowing to record the followingmultiple characteristics
of respondents. The most important characteristics are:
• Type of investor.
• Financial information.
• Basins in which investors are active.
• Blue Growth sectors in which they invest.
• Contact details.
Investors were classified as: business angel, venture capital,
and private equity, national government, internal investor,
bank, professional services, public fund, or other. Financial
information consisted of the annual turnover of an investors
and the number of employees. The basins in which investors
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are active were classified as Atlantic, Baltic, Caribbean,
Mediterranean, and multiple basins. These basins have been
selected based upon the priorities as defined in the Maribe
project. The Blue Growth sectors consisted of aquaculture, seabed
mining, ocean energy, and/or marine biotechnology. Coastal
tourism, a sector that is part of the Commission’s strategy on Blue
Growth, was excluded due to priorities in the Maribe project.
Contact details consisted of information such as telephone and
email addresses. The data for these characteristics has been
collected via Internet. For every investor the appropriate website
and digitalized annual reports were screened to characterize
investors and find the relevant information.
Survey
An online survey was designed and sent out to all investors
identified in the database. The objective of the survey was 3-fold:
1. To improve understanding of investor and their investments
in Blue Growth sectors.
2. To understand the conditions and criteria relevant for
investors.
3. To increase understanding of how to engage investors in the
Blue Growth ambitions.
The online survey was programmed in EU Survey4 and consisted
of a limited number of closed questions. Respondents were given
the possibility to remain anonymous and the survey did not ask
for particular investments, focusing on the investors’ concerns
in general. After sending out the survey to the 200+ investors,
a total of 19 responses was received. Reasons for non-response
could not be investigated further. The survey respondents come
from different organizations (see Table 1). Many investors are
active in multiple regions, explaining why the sum adds up to
more than 19. Overlooking all response, it is noteworthy that 15
out of 19 investors are active in the Atlantic basin. An explanation
could be that the project task leaders were EU based and therefore
had an EU bias on investors knowledge.
In-Depth Interviews
The objective of the interviews was to add in-depth knowledge
to the survey to better understand results. To this end, semi-
structured interviews were designed, with a limited number of
generic questions so that investors can share their story. The
scheduled time for an interview was 90 min. All interviews were
thoroughly prepared by getting acquainted with the investor and
his/her company (studying LinkedIn, website, Annual Report,
news coverage in advance) and the investments already done in
Blue Growth. The agenda and questions of the interview were
send to the investor beforehand. Identification of the respondents
was based on the database. The database provided 70 names
with complete contact details. We both called and mailed these
70 names. Five responded positively to join us for an interview.
The main reasons for non-participation mentioned included lack
of time and a reluctance to share ideas and information with
science. These interviews were performed in September 2015. All
interviews are treated confidentially.
4https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/ (last accessed 05-10-2016).
TABLE 1 | Type of investor participating in the survey.
Type of investor No. of
respondents
Active in basins*
Atlantic Baltic Mediterranean Other
Other 6 4 2 1 4
Business Angels 3 2 1 2 1
Venture capital
and private equity
4 3 1 2 2
National
government
2 2 2
Internal investor 1 1
Bank 1 1
Professional
Services
1 1
Public fund 1 1
19 15 4 5 9
*some investors had portfolios in multiple basins.
INVESTOR BEHAVIOR THEORIES
Although there is a significant amount of knowledge on investors
and investors behavior reported in scientific magazines such as
the Journal of Finance and the Journal of Business Venturing,
research on marine developments have generally paid little
attention to these actors. Recently, research on the sustainable
energy market have recognized the importance of investors (see
e.g., Karltorp, 2016; Shiau and Chuen-Yu, 2016). Wüstenhagen
and Menichetti (2012, 2013) and Helms et al. (2015) question
who the key investors are and which motives drive their
investment decisions.
Different Types of Investors
The first question is how to define an investor. In generic
terms an investor can be described as any person and/or
group who commits capital with the expectation of financial
returns5. According to Investopedia, investors utilize investments
in order to grow their money and/or provide an income during
retirement, such as with an annuity. A wide variety of investment
vehicles exist including (but not limited to) stocks, bonds,
commodities, mutual funds, exchange-traded funds (ETFs),
options, futures, foreign exchange, gold, silver, retirement plans,
and real estate. The act of utilizing investments to grow money
is not restricted to private investors. On the contrary, a wide
range of actors is active in investing money to gain return, from
households who save money to governments, banks, and wealthy
individuals.
Berger and Udell (1998), among others, have illustrated that
there is a great diversity of investors that serve different markets.
Start-ups generally acquire capital from friends, family, and angel
investors. Venture capital support small sized companies with
potential and some track record whereas private equity investor
generally invest in more developed companies with a larger track
record. Both venture capital and private equity investors can
5http://www.investopedia.com/terms/i/investor.asp (last accessed 05-10-2016).
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play a significant role in the management and operations of
companies. While the media often focus on the negative effects of
private investors, there is also significant evidence on the positive
effects of investor activism, on corporate performance (Brav
et al., 2015). Banks, pension funds, and the like only enter the
stage once companies have a greater track record. This relation
between types of investor and developmental stage of companies
can be visualized in the financing playing field (see Figure 1).
In addition to these different types of private investors
there are various governmental investors, or public investors,
who invest in corporate activities for a range of reasons.
The European Commission and national governments invest
in development of marine sectors by providing funding to
research and development, for example from the European
Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) or the Horizon 2020
SME Instruments. Of comparable nature are the investments
of national government in maritime business development.
Regional governments—provinces and states—also have a track
record of investing in start-ups for whom it is hard to
attract venture capital (Stuart and Abetti, 1987; Cumming,
2007). Government investors also expect a financial return
and sometimes support the lending company with information,
networks, and knowledge.
Public and private investments are not mutually exclusive.
In reality companies can attract finance from both public and
private investments, where availability of government venture
capital can help to access private venture capital (as is the
objective of e.g., the Dutch National Green Fund6 and the
European Investment Bank7). Bertoni and Tykvova (2012)
studied public and private investments and conclude that this
type of financing is most supportive for innovation and that
the most supportive form is a heterogeneous syndicate (i.e.,
consisting of both types of venture capital investors) led by a
private investor.
A significant amount of investments comes from companies
themselves who spend time and resources on research and
development. An internal investor is defined as a company that
is using its own (human, financial, technological etc.) resources
with the aim of doing business in sectors such as aquaculture,
seabed mining, ocean energy, and/or marine biotechnology. This
internal investment accounts for a large part of investment in
techniques and products (Asker et al., 2015).
A relatively new type of investment is crowdfunding. In
this case external financing is provided by a large audience
(the “crowd”) instead of small group of sophisticated investors
(Belleflamme et al., 2014; Mollick, 2014). At the time of writing,
this type of investment was not encountered in relation to Blue
Growth sectors.
Drivers of Investor Behavior
Scientific literature on investor behavior generally falls within one
of the following three research traditions.
The first school of thought focus on rationalized behavior
of investors to identify their motivations and considerations.
The behavior of investors is explained by focusing on
6http://www.nationaalgroenfonds.nl/ (last accessed 05-10-2016).
7http://www.eib.org/ (last accessed 05-10-2016).
rational considerations such as expected return of investment,
risk reduction, and portfolio management (see for example
Bhattacharya and Kojima, 2012; Fich et al., 2015; Moodley et al.,
2017). As early as in 1952, Markowitz argued that risks are
crucial for understanding investors’ decisions and to manage
their portfolio of investments to reduce risks. He argued that a
rational investor will not invest in a portfolio if a second portfolio
exists with a more favorable risk-expected return profile—i.e.,
if for that level of risk an alternative portfolio exists that has
better expected returns. Swensen (2009) elaborated the concept of
portfoliomanagement, arguing that investors do best if they build
up a portfolio of investments, spread out over various businesses
to reduce risks. For this purpose, various computer-based models
for portfolio management have been developed (e.g., Aouni et al.,
2014; Bennett et al., 2016).
A second school of research has emphasized that the rational
approach to investor behavior neglects the irrationality that
is part of investors decision-making process. Among others,
Barberis et al. (1998) observed regularities in the behavior of
investors who reacted strongly to a series of good or bad
news and showed less reaction to earnings announcements.
Barberis et al. concluded that investor sentiment are of pivotal
importance in decision-making. Phenomena such as nervous
market participants or complex financial products or decisions
are not fully addressed by classical finance theory which too
easily assumes that investors behave rationally. Consequently,
there is increased attention for behavioral approaches to
analyse capital market phenomena which classical finance theory
cannot explain. The behavioral finance approach recognizes that
individuals are not able to process information at the same
time and often do not evaluate information systematically either.
For instance, individuals allow their decisions to be swayed by
irrelevant details and often make their investment decisions with
the help of rules of thumb. An example is that such individuals
frequently tend toward naïve diversification, where portfolio
composition is not based on fully rational considerations but is
more or less arbitrary (Kirby and Ostdiek, 2012). On financial
markets investors frequently mimic one another, behavior which
classical finance theory cannot explain. This is described as
herding, or herding behavior (Raddatz and Schmukler, 2013;
Iihara et al., 2016).
A third approach to investor behavior focusses on the rise of
social responsible investment (SRI). As investors are scrutinized
for a one-sided focus on the financials, SRI enables them to take
a multi-criteria approach to make investment decisions, not only
focusing on short- and long-term profits but also on the impact
of their investment on society. In SRI, both financial and social
objectives are pursued (Renneboog et al., 2008; Ballestero et al.,
2012).
CHARACTERISATION OF INVESTORS
The inventory of investors in Blue Growth collated by the
Maribe project contained 244 entries. Each of these entries was
categorized by the project team. At times, characterization was
hampered by lack of knowledge. It is for example easier to know
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FIGURE 1 | Firm continuum and sources of finance (adapted from Berger and Udell, 1998).
TABLE 2 | Characterization of Blue Growth investors in Maribe inventory.
Basins
active
% Type of investor % Active in
sector
No.
Multiple 53.4 Business angels 0.0 Aquaculture 38
Atlantic 41.5 Venture capital
and private equity
14.3 Sea bed mining 32
Mediterranean 2.8 Government 8.0 Ocean energy 120
Baltic 0.6 Internal Investor 51.8 Marine
biotechnology
21
Pacific 1.7 Bank 16.1 Oil and gas 33
Professional
services
1.8 Shipping 25
Public fund 6.3 Fisheries 17
Shipbuilding
and repair
18
Tourism 11
100 98 315
in which basin an investor is active—based on press release or
literature—but difficult to exclude they are active in another basin
as well. The characterization of investors in Table 2 is based on
publically availably websites and literature.
The calculations in Table 2 were conducted as follows.
The percentage of investors that are active in one or more
basins was calculated by cumulating the number of investors
active in each type of basins, divided by the total sum of
investors (244). The percentage of types of investors was
calculated by cumulating the number investors for each
investor type, divided by the total sum of investors. The
number of investors active in each sector was calculated
by cumulating the number of investors for each specific
sector.
A large group of the investors in the database have
their headquarters in the UK (31%). The United States and
the Netherlands are also home to a large part of investors
(respectively 14 and 13%). The remainder of investors originate
from various countries and continents.
The first result that emerges from analysis of the investor
database is that the sample of investors are generally not
restricted to operating in one particular basin. The Atlantic basis
is the most relevant basis for investors. More than half of the
identified investors in the database are active in more than one
basin (53%).
A large part of the identified investors are “internal investors,”
working for companies that are already active in the maritime
domain and make capital available for research and development
to support and grow business. Ocean energy is by far the
largest sectors for the identified investors in the sample, and
it is acknowledged that this uneven sample bias is due to the
majority of investor sources used were in the knowledgeable.
All Blue Growth sectors attract investors, and further expansion
of the investor database will be required to cover all sectors
evenly.
In the survey, investors where asked which of the Blue
Growth sectors is the most important to them. Results show
that most Blue Growth sectors are more or less equally
important with the noticeable exception of sea bed mining
which scores lower (see Figure 2). This can be explained.
Sea bed mining is still in its infancy and the main projects
are currently carried out in the Gulf of Mexico and South
Pacific8.
UNDERSTANDING BLUE GROWTH
INVESTORS’ BEHAVIOR
Below, the results of the survey and interviews are
discussed. First, the motivation of investors to invest in
particular sectors and/or companies is analyzed, followed
by analysis of main risks and barriers. The analysis ends
with a discussion on government regulation. Results
from the survey are graphically presented in Figure 3
below.
8http://www.nautilusminerals.com/IRM/content/default.aspx (last accessed 05-
10-2016).
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FIGURE 2 | Importance of Blue Growth sectors for investor on 1 (low)-4
(high) scale. Error bars represent standard deviation.
Motivation to Invest
The survey results (see Figure 3A) show that the rational
motivation “return on investment” is important to the investors,
while “diversification of portfolio”—a strategy to reduce risk—is
rated as less important.
The innovative character of a sector is of moderate
importance, and this is explained for in the interviews. Investors
are not driven by enthusiasm about a particular technology or
device. Although it is understood that technology development
is needed and takes a long time, this is first and foremost
seen as a concern for developers. The interest of investors
lies in the potential impact of technologies; they are interested
in finding the game-changer, i.e., technology that changes
an industry. They do not get involved for a quick or big
return but have a long-term view on the developments in
sectors—and society as a whole—based on a combination
of idealism and realism. This is illustrated by the following
quote from an investor in aquaculture: “ you invest in growth
potential and the scale of businesses, not the development
of technology. The technology is already there, it is about
investing in the right companies to continue marketing and
thereby change the aquaculture industry in a positive way.”
In similar vein, an investor comments: “as private equity
investor, we invest in building growth rather than developing
technologies.”
To secure impact, many investors work closely with the
management team of the company and/or the inventors
of the concept and try to understand the character of
the company they invested in. They seek to contribute to
knowledge development within a sector and gain first-hand
understanding of what goes on in a sector “When you are
engaged with money in this sector you can learn about the
suppliers how they get money, the interests of buyers etc., This
knowledge is much more important than the first Return on
Investment.”
Particularly early stage investors—i.e., business angels—are
interested in digging into the company’s future and business
models with an eagerness to be involved closely and thereby
better understand the potential for growth. Their networks can
bring new insights and knowledge about the market and the
technology.
Risks and Barriers to Investment in Blue
Growth
The most important barriers to investment—according to the
respondents—are the lack of confidence in technology and
difficulties to access finance (Figure 3B). The most important
risks according to the investors consulted are operational and
financial risks.
Operational Risks
Blue Growth investors are not dealing with mature technologies
or low risk markets. The Blue Growth sectors face uncertainty
and risk in the commercialization of the products, regulatory
problems), and technologies are still under development. As one
respondent signals: “Offshore technologies are still very expensive:
new technology is not getting obviously cheaper. In some cases,
prices are actually increasing.” Another respondent states that
“Aquaculture is still young and there is still much to discover”
For the various Blue Growth sectors, the question is how to
move toward a low-risk, mature technology sector, and become
more attractive for investors. The involvement of investors in
company management—“we always take a strong involvement.
We were always take a board and we follow the company very
closely”—can help to mitigate market risk as they bring in
experience and knowledge and can help to open up new networks
for the company they invested in. Investing in a company is
more than handing over capital: it includes “connecting and tying
together the right parties.”
Investors do not see a role for themselves in technological
development. The mitigation of technological risks is part
of technology development and remains the responsibility of
entrepreneur.
Access to Finance and Financial Risk
Access to finance is a recognized critical issue in the development
of the Blue Growth sectors (Blanco, 2009; Kleih et al., 2013). In
the case of offshore wind energy, public support is required as
“the economic viability is still not there.” Among the respondents,
the most preferred governmental support schemes are tax breaks,
loans, bonds and guarantees, although differences are small and
all are relatively important (Figure 3D). The four most favored
support schemes all relate to financing of companies and help
to increase access to finance through stable, long-term support
schemes. Direct financial support—whether through a subsidy of
government participation—is less certain as it can be repudiated
more easily. Government support for non-financial support
(green in Figure 3D) such as infrastructure and research and
education—of which the eventual impact is less quantifiable—
receive lower scores.
Yet, poor-designed government support schemes are a risk
to the development of Blue Growth sectors: “There have been
oversized or poorly designed subsidy schemes, leading to often
ill-timed repudiation. These things are improving. There are
improved tariff and incentives structures now and also auctioning
processes help.”
Frontiers in Marine Science | www.frontiersin.org 6 January 2017 | Volume 3 | Article 291
van den Burg et al. Mobilizing Investors for Blue Growth
FIGURE 3 | Survey results on 1 (low)-4 (high) scale. Error bars represent standard deviation. (A) Motivation to invest. (B) Importance of various barriers to invest.
(C) Risks. (D) Preferred government support schemes. Errors bars represent standard deviation.
Government Regulatory Frameworks
The attitude of investors toward regulatory measures is mixed.
On the one hand, regulations and frameworks are seen as a
burden (“it is complicated to get a permit”), on the other hand
investors argue that regulatory frameworks should be more
supportive of investing in Blue Growth and provide subsidies
or other means of support such as test sites. What binds these
two opposing arguments is the desire for a regulatory framework
and support-scheme that is predictable, has a long time-span and
will not erratically change: “Problems arise when parties pull back
from previous commitments. Investors don’t like this because there
is already enough risk related to power price, wind, technology,
and other constraints.” Regulatory frameworks for offshore wind
energy development are praised: “Regulatory and permitting
process in the Netherlands is smooth. The UK is in a similar
position, making things simpler while maintaining competitive
tension, which helps the investment climate.”
The results from interviews and survey presented above are
re-affirmed by recent research on the behavior of investors in
renewable energy investments. Bürer and Wüstenhagen (2009)
studied which energy policy is favored by venture capitalists and
conclude that particularly feed-in tariffs are effective to arouse
interest of investors. Transcending the comparison of specific
policy instruments, Bürer and Wüstenhagen conclude that the
policy support should take a two-sided approach with a focus on
technology-push policies and stimulating the market by market-
pull policies. Renewable energy investment come with significant
risks, which hamper mobilization of capital (Karltorp, 2016).
Leete et al. (2013) studied investor behavior concerning marine
renewable energy in the UK and identified a number of barriers
to investment. They conclude that future private investment
of marine renewable energy is hindered by investors’ greater
understanding of the scale, unpredictability of the costs and the
length of time required to develop these technologies.
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CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
The objective of this paper is to identify investors in Blue Growth,
to gain understanding about their motives and concerns when it
comes to investing in the Blue Growth sectors. This knowledge
serves a purpose; it is necessary to understand how public actors
can involve private actors in development of the Blue Growth
sectors.
There is not one type of “Blue Growth investor.” Stereotypical
images of private equity banker or wealthy individuals do not
do justice to the diversity of investors that can potentially be
involved in the Blue Growth sectors. There is a large variation
in investors; large and small, private or public, low- or high-risk
taking, ideological, or conservative.
Theories suggest that that the behavior of investors is
dependent on many different variables. Part of the decision-
making process is based on rational and calculated choices,
including those on risk taking and return on investment. Another
part is based on less rational decisions such as trust in the
companies, personal interests, mimicking other investors. Both
views on investor behavior are affirmed when studying the
sample of Blue Growth investors in the survey and interviews.
The financial revenues—including the return on investment—
and risk management are part the full spectrum of investor
decision making. Investors also aim for impact by contributing
to the development of new sectors with positive benefits to
society. For many investors, investing is more than simply
providing capital; it often means the investor is actively involved
in managing the company and expanding its network to increase
impact and revenues.
A key insight is that investment in Blue Growth are seldom the
outcome of one-on-one contact by a company and an investors.
Investments in the Blue Growth sectors come about when
different investors—public and/or private investors—are brought
together to raise the capital required. Investing as partner of
a consortium of investors is a way to spread risks and allows
investors to invest in multiple companies.
The final question this paper addresses is how investors
engagement in the Blue Growth agenda can be stimulated.
Notwithstanding their potential, the Blue Growth sectors are
still in development and there are various risks for investors
that reduce willingness to invest. Risk mitigation should be
seen as a shared responsibility of entrepreneurs, investors, and
governments. Technology developers are in the lead to reduce
technological risks. Many investors are supportive to start-
up or young companies and actively participate, mitigating
management, and market risk. It is in mitigation of the
financial risk where governments have an important role
to play.
Public involvement justifiable because of the economic, social
and environmental benefits that can be realized by growing
the Blue Growth sectors but government support must go
further than financial support for research and development or
technological demonstration projects. Proven technologies get
stuck in the Valley of Death as investors alone are not willing to
take the risk associated with upscaling of promising technologies.
Tied in a reciprocal relationship, government need to attract
private investor—their capital, knowledge and networks—to
further growth the Blue Growth sectors while investors need
stable, predictable and effective government support schemes to
mitigate their financial risks.
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